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:  LOS  ANGELES 


SUPERIOR  COURT 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  CALIFORNIA,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL 


Plaintlff(s), 


VS. 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG,  THE  GERALD  ARMSTROl 
CORPORATION,  DOES  2-25,  INCLUSIVE 

Defendants). 


CASE  NUMBER 

BC  052395 


STATU S  CONFERENCE  QUESTIONNAIRE 


NG 


STATUS  CONFERENCE 

Date:  November  30  ,  1  992 

Tima:  8:30  a  .  m  . 

Placa:  Department  3  0 


NOTICE  to  all  couneel  of  record  and  partiee  In  propria  persona:  All  parties  of  record  muat  complete  In 
Its  entirety  a  Statue  Conference  Questionnaire  snd  serve  and  file  h  directly  In  Department  20  at  leatt 
five  court  days  prior  to  the  date  set  for  the  status  conference. 

If  the  space  provided  for  any  answer  is  insufficient  attach  additional^ pages  as  needed^ 


nr  (i.s.  Pit i fitilt/D ncU ni/ C/Of l*Compl tint fU)  ANSWERING  THIS 

L-w^T^*W'*J***  Defendant/Cross-Complainant 


Gerald  Armstrong 


DATE  ON  WWtCX  THE 
complaint  was  nuo- 

February  4 ,  1992 


TG  AC 


DATE  ON  WKJCM  THG  CftOSfi 
COMPLAINT  WAS  FRJED: 

July  22,  1992 


COUNSEL  FO*  SUCH  FAATY: 

Ford  Greene 
Hub  Law  Offices 
711  Sir  Francis  Drake 
San  Anselmo,  CA  94960 
L4  1  5  )  2  5  8  t  Q  3 .6.0. 


Paul  Moraritz 
P . O .  Box  5 1 1 
Pacific  Palisad 
CA  90272 
(  3  1  0  )  459-4745 


if  THE  OATS  BY  WHICH  THE  CASE  MUST  BE  TRIED  UNDER  CCf  S&3  310  MAS  BEEN  TOLLED  0*  EXTENDED  FOR  ANY  REASON.  SET  FORTH  THE  EXTENDED  DATE 


AXO  S7ATT.  >N  DETAIL.  HOW  THAT  EXTtNOED  DATE  WAS  COMPUTED. 


N/A 


KATUKE  Of  THE  CASE  [C/^ct  tS*  *&*%&>** 

□  VEHICLE  ACaOEHT  □  MEDICAL  MALPRACTICE 

O  SUTANOFALL  D  LEGAL  MALPRACTICE 

□  premises  uaih-jty  D  aeALmoresTY 

□  WRONGFUL  DEATH  □  PRODUCT  UAJUUTY 


□  6AD  FA/TH 

□  WRONGFUL  TERMINATION 

□  BUSINESS  tmCATlON 
E  BREACH  Of  CONTRACT 

□  COLLECTION 


□  assault  A. NO  BATTERT 

□  POLICE  MlSCONOUCT 

0  OTHER  Abuse  of 


Process ; 

RpI i pf 


Deul  arfltxu 


PARTIES— LIST THE  NAME  OF  EACH  PARTY  IN  THE  FOLLOWING  CATEGORIES; 


1  X'JWMmffc'CROSS  complainant  Gerald  Armstrong 


2.  OEFSNOAN7/CAOSS  DEfENDAKT  WHO  HAS  ANSWERE0  Oft  WHOSE  DEFAULT  HAS  BEEN  ENTERED; 


3  OEF ENOANT/CROSS  DEFENDANT  WHO  HAS  BEEN  SERVED  ANO  HAS  NOT  YET  FILED  A  RESPONSIVE  PLEADING  AND  WHOSE  OEFAULT  HAS  NOT  BEEN  ENTEflEO 

4X6EXfiiBifcK/CftOSS  0EFENDANT  WHO  HAS  NOT  MEN  5ERVE0:  All  except  Church  of 

Scientology  Internationa 

RELATED  CASES-SEE  local  RULE  1303.9 

AJtC  THCNC  ANY  other  CASES  that  HAVE  BEEN  OCSX3NATIO  AS  'RELATED  CASES*  BY  THE  COURT?  Q  YES 

XXno 

a  YOUR  ANSWER  ts  "YES',  SET  FORTH  THE  CASE  NUMBER  OF  SUCH  CASUS). 

ARE  THERE  ANY  OTHER  CASES  THAT  YOU  CONSiOC*  TO  BE  •RCLATEO  CASES*?  B  YES  Q  NO 

_ 

tf  YOUR  ANSWER  IS  "YES*.  SET  FORTH  THE  CASE  NUMBER  OF  SUCH  CASUS)  C  4  20  1  53 

.  •  - 

AT  ISSUE 

TthiS  C aSC  FACT  AT  ISSUE-THAT  is.  HAVt  All  DEFENDANTS  ANSWBKID  THE  COMPLAJNT  AND  HAVE  ALL  CROSS  DEFENDANT'S  AHSWEKeQ  ANY  C*OS 
rOMruAJNT  AND  HAVE  DEFAULTS  BEEN  ENTERED  ON  ALL  SERVED  PARTIES  WHO  FAILED  TO  FILE  RESPONSE  PLEADINGS?  □  TES  B  NO 

r -ouR  ANSWER  IS  *NO“~  SET  FORTH.  IN  DETAIL  SPECIFIC  FACTS  AS  TO  WHY  CASE  IS  NOT  AT  ISSUE. 

Cross-defendant  CSI  has  filed  motion  to  strike  cross-complaint,  and  demurrer 
to  amended  answer 


TRANSFER  TO  DISTRICT 


s  rr  MANDATORY  unoer  LASC  RULE  300.  SECTION  2.  THAT  This  case  be  transferred 
VNCTmER  DISTRICT  of  THIS  COURT?  □  YES  (8  NO 


TO 


IF  YOUR  ANSWER  IS  TES.  WhaT  IS  THE  PROPER  DISTRICT? 


AMENDMENT  OF  FLEADING/CONSOUDATlON  MOTIONS 


X)  YOU  INTEND  TO  MAXE  ANY  MOTION  TO  ADD  A  PARTY  OR  CAUSE  OF  ACTON  TO  A  COMPLAINT  OR  CROSS  COMPLAINT  OR  TO  CONSOLIDATE  THIS  CA 
NT7H  ANY  OTHER  CASE?  □  YES  □  NO 


F  YO'JR  ANSWER  tS  “YES*.  SET  FORTH.  IN  DETAJL  SPECIFIC  FACTS  AS  TO  WHY  SUCH  A  MOTION  IS  NECESSARY.  INCLUDING  THE  NAME  ANO  CASE  N'JMS 
ANY  CASE  TO  BE  CONSOLIDATED 


_ DAMAGES  _ 

$fT  FORTH  in  detail.  THE  SPECIFIC  DOLLAR  AMOUNTS  OF  DAMAGES  YOU  CONTEND  HAVE  9-EEN  INCURRED  TO  DATE.  FOR  WHICH  THERE  IS  EY1DENTLA 
SUPPORT  (t  9  t*p#n*cx.  k*i  erf  t*rrur>tf*,  owiog  on  contr^cL  «C.) 


SET  FORTH  THE  AMOUNTS 
DAMAGE  CLAIM 


OF  ANY  damages  EXPECTED  TO  BE  INCURRED  IN  THE  FUTURE.  AND  STATE.  IN  DETAIL.  SPECIFIC 

General 


facts  which  support  su 


municipal  court 


RhOulD 

£3 


Tf 


CA St  BE  TRANSFERRED  TO  UUHJClPAL  COURT? 
NO  . 


*  TOUR  ANSWER  rS  'YES*.  SET  FORTH  THE  PROPER  JUDICIAL  DfSTRJCT: 


W  YOUR  ANSWER  IS  -NO.-  SET  FORTH.  IN  DETAIL  S PECJFK  FACTS  AS  TO  WHY  THIS  CASE  SHOULD  NOT  BE  TRANSFERRED  TO  MUNICIPAL  CCnj* T 
Damages  are  above  statutory  limit;  subject  agreement  was  part  of  a 
settlement  of  a  prior  case  in  LASC;  preliminary  injunction  already  denied 
- a-ad — gc-a-nt  ed — Ln — na-r.t _ Ld _ LASC _ -  _ _ _ _ _ 

arbitration 


has  AN  ELECTION  TO  ARBITRATE  BEEN  FILED  IY  PLAINTIFF?  *  NO  ELECTION  HAS  BEEN  FILED,  SHOULD  THIS  CASE  It  SUBMITTED 
□  yes  a  NO _  ARSn^ATlON  PURSUANT  TO  CC.P.  1141.10  vt»«q?  □  YES  NO 

*  your  ANSWER  IS  “NO.*  SET  FORTH.  IN  DETAJL  SPECIFIC  FACTS  AS  TO  WHY  THIS  CASE  SHOULD  NOT  BE  SUIMfTTED  TO  ARSflPATTON. 


Injunctive  relief  not  subject  to  arbitration;  cross-defendant  organization 
will  only  be  constrained  by  Court  control  of  litigation 


ARE  YOU  WILLING  TO  STIPULATE  TO  BINDING  ARBfTRADON?  □  YES  g  NO 

JURY  WAJVER/D  CM  AND— TRIAL  ESTIMATE 


JURY  TRIAL  IS  □  WAIVED  B  DEMANDED. 


TRIAL  TIME  ESTIMATE  IS 


The  information  contained  in  this  questionnaire  is  complete  and  accurate 
party  in  priopria  persona  familiar  with  the  case.  ^ 


by  an  artorne> 


ATTORNEY  POR: 


£Pi~al  rL  Arm^i-rring 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Marin,  State  of  California.  I 

am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  am  not  a  party  to  the  above 

entitled  action.  My  business  address  is  711  Sir  Francis  Drake 

Boulevard,  San  Anselmo,  California.  I  served  the  following 

documents:  DEFENDANT'S  STATUS  CONFERENCE  QUESTIONNAIRE 

on  the  following  person (s)  on  the  date  set  forth  below,  by  placing 

a  true  copy  thereof  enclosed  in  a  sealed  envelope  with  postage 

thereon  fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United  States  Mail  at 

San  Anselmo,  California: 

Andrew  H.  Wilson 

WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 

235  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 

LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON,  ESQ. 

Bowles  &  Moxon 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 


[X] 

(By  Mail) 

I  caused  such  envelope  with  postage  thereon 
fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United 

States  Mail  at  San  Anselmo,  California. 

[X] 

(State) 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under 
laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the 
is  true  and  correct. 

the 

above 

DATED:  November  20,  1992 


